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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This Action is in regards to the Amendment and Reply received on 20 November 2003 . 



2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1,114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1. 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eUgible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Apphcant's submission filed on 20 November 2003 has been entered. 

3. The apphcation has been examined. Claims 1-53 are pending. The objections and 
rejections cited are as stated below: 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The references listed in the Information Disclosure Statement submitted on 21 November 
2002, have been considered by the examiner (see attached PTO-1449). 



5. It is noted that although the present application does contain line numbers in the 
specification and the claims, the line numbers in the claims do not correspond to the preferred 
format. The preferred format is to number each line of every claim, with each claim beginning 
with line 1, For each of reference by both the Examiner and Applicant, all fiiture correspondence 
should include the recommended line numbering format. 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 



Claim Objections 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 11, 12 and 23-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "the repository". There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. The Examiner will interpret this limitation to mean 
"the shared repository". 



8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9 Claims 1, 7-9, 11-13, 19-21, 29-33, 39-41, 45-47, 50 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Alfieri et al. (Alfieri), U.S. Patent No. 5,666,486 in view of 
Lennie et al. (Lennie), U.S. Patent No. 6,092,213. 

10. Regarding claim 1, Alfieri discloses the invention substantially as claimed. Alfieri 
discloses a method for maintaining a cluster definition for a network cluster having at least one 
member node [see Alfieri, Col 1, lines 57-67 and Col. 2, lines 1-64], the method comprising: 
coupling each member node to a shareable repository [see Alfieri, Col. 3, lines 33-54]; storing a 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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cluster definition for the network cluster in the shareable repository [see Alfieri, Col. 3, lines 65- 
67 and Col. 4, lines 1-34]; accessing, by each member node in the network cluster, the current 
cluster definition at the single location in the shared repository [see Alfieri, Col. 18, lines 33- 
42]; selecting a coordinator node fi-om one of the member nodes of the network cluster (Alfieri 
teaches a cluster master node for coordinating cluster activity), [see Alfieri, Col. 6, lines 23-30]; 
a member node requesting a change to the cluster definition [see Alfieri, Col. 4, lines 63-67, Col. 
5, lines 1-43], However, Alfieri does not explicitly disclose the coordinator node updating the 
cluster definition to reflect the requested change. 

11. In the same field of endeavor, Lennie discloses (e.g., a computing system in the form of a 
cluster of a number of multiprocessing nodes). Lennie discloses the coordinator node updating 
the cluster definition to reflect the requested change [see Lennie, Col. 2, lines 65-67]. 

12. Accordingly, it v^ould have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at 
the time the invention was made to have incorporated Lennie' s teachings of a computing system 
in the form of a cluster of a number of multiprocessing nodes with the teachings of Alfieri, for 
the purpose of offering high levels of fault tolerance and high availability in software via 
clustering [see Lennie, Col. 2, lines 21-34]. By this rationale claim 1 is rejected. 

13. Regarding claim 7, Alfieri-Lennie discloses comprising: recovering from a failure of the 
coordinating node [see Lennie, Col 3, lines 10-14]. By this rationale claim 7 is rejected. 

14. Regarding claim 8, Alfieri-Lennie discloses wherein recovering includes: selecting a new 
coordinator node fr*om the member nodes of the network cluster [see Lennie, Col. 3, lines 10-14], 
completing, by the new coordinator node, an update of the cluster definition to reflect the 
requested change if there is a set vaUd bit and an incomplete log file [see Lennie, Col. 6, lines 
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3-6] in the shareable repository [see Lennie, Col 4, lines 14-18]. By this rationale claim 8 is 
rejected. 

15. Regarding claim 9, Alfieri-Lennie discloses wherein completing an update includes: 
reading the incomplete log file [see Lennie, Col. 6, lines 13-15]; and continuing the update of the 
cluster definition fi-om a point, as indicated by the incomplete log file, where the coordinating 
node cease updating the cluster definition due to the failure of the coordinating node [see 
Lennie, Col. 3, lines 14-18, 38-40]. By this rationale claim 9 is rejected. 

16. Regarding claim 11, Alfieri-Lennie discloses an apparatus for updating a cluster 
definition for a network cluster having at least one member node, comprising: a shared 
repository coupled to each member node of the network cluster [see Alfieri, Col. 3, lines 46-67], 
the repository including the current cluster definition where each member node of the cluster 
accesses the current cluster definition at a single location in the shared repository [see Alfieri, 
Col. 3, lines 64-66] and a proposed change to the cluster definition to the current cluster 
definition sent to the shared repository by one of the member nodes [see Alfieri, Col. 3, lines 65- 
67 and Col. 4, Unes 1-2]; and a coordinator node, selected from one or the member nodes of the 
network cluster, to update the current cluster definition with the proposed change [see Lennie, 
Col. 2, lines 65-67]. By this rationale claim 11 is rejected. 

17. Regarding claim 12, Alfieri-Lennie discloses a log file, indicating a progress of updating 
the cluster definition (Lennie teaches a master audit log), [see Lennie, Col. 3, lines 38-40]. By 
this rationale claim 12 is rejected. 

18. Claim 13 is a product or manufacture claim corresponding to the apparatus claim 11; 
therefore claim 13 is rejected under the same rationale. 
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19. Claims 19-21 list all the same elements of claims 7-9, but in computer program product 
form rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claims 7-9 
applies equally as well to claims 19-21. 

20. Claims 29-31 are substantially the same as claims 7-9 and are thus rejected for reasons 
similar to those in rejecting claims 7-9. 

21. Claim 32 hst all the same elements of claim 1, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 1 applies equally as well to 
claim 32. 

22. Claim 33 is substantially the same as claim 1 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 1 . 

23. Claims 39 and 40 are substantially the same as claims 7-9 and are thus rejected for 
reasons similar to those in rejecting claims 7-9. 

24. Claim 41 Usts the same elements of claims 33, but in apparatus form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 33 applies equally as well to 
claims 41. 

25. Claim 45 is substantially the same as claim 29 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 29. 

26. Claim 46 is substantially the same as claim 1 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 1 . 

27. Claim 47 is substantially the same as claim 5 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 7. 
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28. Claim 50 and 53 are substantially the same as claim 1 and are thus rejected for reasons 
similar to those in rejecting claim 1. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

29. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

30. Claims 2, 3, 10, 14, 15, 22, 23, 34-36, 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alieri-Lennie as applied to claims 1, 2, 3, 11, 13, 33, 41 above, and further in 
view of Slaughter et al. (Slaughter), U.S. Patent No. 6,014,669. 

3 1 . Regarding claim 2, Lennie discloses the inventions substantially as claimed. However, 
Lennie does not explicitly disclose wherein requesting a change to the cluster definition includes: 
sending a proposed change to a scratch area; and setting a valid bit associated with the scratch 
area. 

32. In the same field of endeavor, Slaughter discloses (e.g., a cluster configuration database). 
Slaughter discloses wherein requesting a change to the cluster definition includes: sending a 
proposed change to a scratch area; and setting a valid bit associated with the scratch area 
(Slaughter teaches local consistency records within the cluster configuration database of each 
member node to a specific area of the database and a flag is used to indicate the database has 
been restored to a corresponding valid bit. Also, Slaughter further teaches that the consistency 
record stores a checksum and length of the configuration database which is used to validate the 
local configuration database copy to ensure that the configuration database has not been 
corrupted), [see Slaughter, Col. 10, lines 16-17, 64-67 and Col. 11, lines 1-13]. 
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33. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated Slaughter's teachings of a cluster configuration 
database with the teachings of Alfieri-Lennie, for the purpose of surviving and recovering 
crashes by utilizing a scratch area and associated valid bit because they certify that the local 
cluster configuration of each member node is not corrupt. By this rationale claim 2 is rejected. 

34. Regarding claim 3, Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter discloses wherein updating the cluster 
definition includes: verifying the valid bit (Slaughter teaches checking validity), [see Slaughter, 
Col. 10, lines 41-67 and Col 11, lines 1-13]; setting an update flag [see Slaughter, Col. 6, lines 
21-26 and Col. 12, lines 10-11]; modifying the cluster definition to reflect the requested change 
[see Slaughter, Col. 9,lines 25-27]; logging a progress of modifying the cluster definition in a log 
file in parallel with modifying the cluster definition [see Lennie, Col. 3, lines 2-7]; incrementing 
a version number associated with the shareable repository [see Slaughter, Col. 9, lines 27-29]; 
and clearing the valid bit and the update flag (Slaughter teaches remove and update command 
corresponds to operations to performed on the synchronization command of which a flag may be 
set as indicia), [see Slaughter, Col. 12, lines 21-23]. By this rationale claim 3 is rejected. 

35. Regarding claim 10, Lennie and Slaughter teach the invention substantially as claimed as 
noted above. Lennie and Slaughter further teach the step of re-requesting, by the member node, 
the change to the cluster definition if after a period of time, the change is not made to the cluster 
definition. 

36. Claims 14 and 15 list all the same elements of claims 2 and 3, but in computer program 
product form rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to 
claims 2 and 3 appUes equally as well to claims 14 and 15. 
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37. Claim 22 is substantially the same as claim 10 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 10. 

38. Regarding claim 23, Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter discloses wherein the proposed change 
is stored in a scratch area of the shared repository [see Slaughter, Col. 10, lines 16-67 and Col. 
11, lines 1-13]. By this rationale claim 23 is rejected. 

39. Claims 34 and 35 are substantially the same as claims 2 and 3 and are thus rejected for 
reasons similar to those in rejecting claims 2 and 3. 

40. Claim 36 is substantially the same as claim 10 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 10. 

41 . Claim 42 is substantially the same as claim 36 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 36. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

42. Claims 4 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alfieri- 
Lennie and Slaughter as applied to claims 2 and 15 above, and further in view of Arendt, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,003,075. 

43. Regarding claim 4, Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed as noted above. However, Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter does not expUcitly disclose 
wherein modifying the cluster definition includes: copying the proposed change from the scratch 
area to the cluster definition. 

44. In the same field of endeavor, Arendt discloses (e.g., configuration changes done 
dynamically to a cluster multiprocessing system). Arendt discloses wherein modifying the 
cluster definition includes: copying the proposed change firom the scratch area to the cluster 
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definition (Arendt teaches copying configurations in to a staging area and copied into the active 
configuration of active nodes [see Arendt, Col. 2, lines 26-31]. 

45. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated Arendt 's teachings of configuration changes done 
dynamically to a cluster multiprocessing system with the teachings of Alfieri-Lennie and 
Slaughter, for the purpose of enhancing the integrity of the configurations by implementing 
versioning prior to committing changes. By this rationale claim 4 is rejected. 

46. Claim 16 Ust all the same elements of claim 4, but in computer program product form 
rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 4 applies 
equally as well to claim 16. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

47. Claims 5, 17, 27, 37, 43, 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Alfieri-Lennie as applied to claims 1, 11, 13, 33, 41, 46 above, and further in view of 
Slaughter et al. (Slaughter), U.S. Patent No. 5,964,886. 

48. Regarding claim 5, Alfieri-Lennie discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
However, Alfieri-Lennie does not explicitly disclose comprising requesting, by a potential 
member node, membership in the network cluster; and accessing, by the potential member node, 
the cluster definition. 

49. In the same field of endeavor, Slaughter discloses (e.g., highly available cluster virtual 
disk system). Slaughter discloses membership changes including a node joining a cluster and 
[see Slaughter, Col. 8, lines 46-47] and each node of a cluster accessing the storage device of the 
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cluster corresponding to a request for membership and accessing the cluster definition by a 
potential member node [see Slaughter, Abstract lines 1-3], 

50. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated Slaughter's teachings of a highly available cluster 
virtual disk system with the teachings of Alfieri-Lennie, to purpose of providing a request to join 
and access by a potential member node because it allows nodes to be added to a cluster without 
suspension in operation. By this rationale claim 5 is rejected. 

51. Claim 17 Ust all the same elements of claim 5, but in computer program product form 
rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 5 applies 
equally as well to claim 17. 

52. Claim 27 is substantially the same as claim 5 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 5. 

53. Claim 37 is substantially the same as claim 5 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 5. 

54. Claim 43 is substantially the same as claim 5 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 5. 

55. Claim 47 is substantially the same as claim 17 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 17. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

56. Claims 6, 18, 38, 44, 48 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter as applied to claims 5, 17, 37, 43, 47 and further 
in view of Bamford et al. (Bamford), U.S. Patent No. 6,243, 702. 
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57. Regarding claim 6, Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter discloses the substantially as claimed. 
Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter further discloses wherein accessing the cluster definition includes: 
determining a version number of the shared repository to yield a first version number [see 
Slaughter, Col. 8, lines 48-49]; reading the cluster definition [see Slaughter, Col. 9, lines 9-12]; 
re-determining a version number of the shared repository to yield a second version number 
(Slaughter teaches a reconfiguration number), [see Slaughter, Col. 11, lines 34-36]; comparing 
the first version number with the second version number [see Slaughter, Col. 1 1, lines 37-39]. 
However, Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter does not explicitly disclose repeating the step of 
accessing the cluster definition until the first version number equals the second version number. 

58. In the same field of endeavor, Bamford discloses (e.g., a method and system for 
removing propagation delays between a plurality of database servers that have access to a 
common database). Bamford discloses a logical timestamp as version number [column 1, line 
32-34]. Bamford further discloses repeating the step of accessing the cluster definition until the 
first version number equals the second version number (Bamford teaches a logical timestamp as 
a version number and synchronizing the logical clocks of database servers on a periodic basis 
[see Bamford, Col. 1, lines 32-34, Col 2, lines 59-65 and Col. 3, lines 37-38]. 

59. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated Bamford 's teachings of a method and system for 
removing propagation delays between a plurality of database servers that have access to a 
common database with the teachings of Alfieri-Lennie and Slaughter, for the purpose of 
achieving achieve equal version numbers because it would minimize propogation delays. By this 
rationale claim 6 is rejected. 
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60. Claim 18 list all the same elements of claim 6, but in computer program product form 
rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 5 applies 
equally as well to claim 18. 

61 . Claim 28 is substantially the same as claim 6 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 6. 

62. Claim 38 is substantially the same as claim 6 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 6. 

63. Claim 44 is substantially the same as claim 6 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 6. 

64. Claim 48 is substantially the same as claim 6 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 6. 

65. Claim 52 is substantially the same as claims 1, 5, and 6 and is thus rejected for reasons 
similar to those in rejecting claims 1, 5 and 6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

66. Claim 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alfieri et al. 
(Alfieri), U.S. Patent No. 5,666,486 in view of Slaughter et al. (Slaughter), US. Patent No. 
6,014,669 in view of Lennie et al. (Lennie), U.S. Patent No. 6,092,213, 

67. Regarding claim 51, Alfieri discloses the invention substantially as claimed. Alfieri 
discloses a method for maintaining a cluster definition for a network cluster having at least one 
member node, the method comprising: coupling each member node to a shared repository [see 
Alfieri, Col. 3, lines 33-54]; storing a current cluster definition for the network cluster at a single 
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location in the shared repository [see Alfieri, Col. 3, lines 65-67 and Col. 4, lines 1-34]; selecting 
a coordinator node fro the at least one of the member nodes of the network cluster [(Alfieri 
teaches a cluster master node for coordinating cluster activity), [see Alfieri, Col. 6, lines 23-30]; 
at one of the member nodes, requesting a change to the current cluster definition [see Alfieri, 
Col. 4, lines 63-67, Col, 5, lines 1-43]; However, Alfieri does not explicitly disclose for each 
requested change sending a proposed change to a scratch area; setting a valid bit associated with 
the scratch area; verifying the valid bit; setting an update flay; modifying the current cluster 
definition to reflect the requested change; and logging a progress of modifying the cluster 
definition in a log file in parallel with modifying the current cluster definition; incrementing a 
version number associated with the shared repository; and clearing the valid bit and the update 
flay; and fi*om the coordinator node, updating the current cluster definition at the single location 
to reflect the requested change. 

68. In the same field of endeavor, Slaughter discloses (e.g., a cluster configuration database). 
Slaughter discloses each requested change sending a proposed change to a scratch area; setting 
a valid bit associated with the scratch area (Slaughter teaches local consistency records within 
the cluster configuration database of each member node to a specific area of the database and a 
flag is used to indicate the database has been restored to a corresponding valid bit. Also, 
Slaughter further teaches that the consistency record stores a checksum and length of the 
configuration database which is used to validate the local configuration database copy to ensure 
that the configuration database has not been corrupted), [see Slaughter, Col. 10, lines 16-17, 64- 
67 and Col. 11, lines 1-13]; verifying the valid bit (Slaughter teaches checking validity), [see 
Slaughter, Col. 10, Unes 41-67 and Col. 1 1, lines 1-13]; setting an update flag [see Slaughter, 
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Col. 6, lines 21-26 and Col, 12, lines 10-1 1]; modifying the current cluster definition to reflect 
the requested change [see Slaughter, Col. 9,lines 25-27]; incrementing a version number 
associated with the shared repository [see Slaughter, Col. 9, lines 27-29]; and clearing the valid 
bit and the update flag (Slaughter teaches remove and update command corresponds to 
operations to performed on the synchronization command of which a flag may be set as indicia), 
[see Slaughter, Col. 12, lines 21-23]. 

69. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated Slaughter's teachings of a cluster configuration 
database with the teachings of Alfieri, for the purpose of surviving and recovering crashes by 
utilizing a scratch area and associated valid bit because they certify that the local cluster 
configuration of each member node is not corrupt. However, Alfieri-Slaughter does not 
explicitly disclose logging a progress of modifying the cluster definition in a log file in parallel 
with modifying the current cluster definition as well as from the coordinator node, updating the 
current cluster definition at the single location to reflect the requested change. 

70. In the same field of endeavor, Lennie discloses (e.g., a computing system in the form of a 
cluster of a number of multiprocessing nodes). Lennie discloses logging a progress of modifying 
the cluster definition in a log file in parallel with modifying the current cluster definition [see 
Lennie, Col. 3, lines 2-1^ from the coordinator node, updating the current cluster definition at 
the single location to reflect the requested change [see Lennie, Col. 2, lines 65-67]. 

71 . Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at 
the time the invention was made to have incorporated Lennie' s teachings of a computing system 
in the form of a cluster of a number of multiprocessing nodes with the teachings of Alfieri- 
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Slaughter, for the purpose of offering high levels of fault tolerance and high availability in 
software via clustering [see Lennie, Col 2, lines 21-34]. 

Response to Arguments 
72. Again, it is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention in 
manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. As it is AppUcant's right to continue to claim as 
broadly as possible their invention. It is also the Examiner's right to continue to interpret the 
claim language as broadly as possible. It is the Examiner's position that the detailed 
fiinctionality that allows for Applicant's invention to overcome the prior art used in the rejection, 
fails to differentiate in detail how these features are unique. Applicant also argues several points 
regarding network connectivity of the different nodes to the shared repository or the lack of 
network connectivity between the different nodes within the cluster. Further, Applicant states 
within in the arguments [see paper 15, page 17, AppUcant arguments] that a member node can 
lose network connectivity and still determine the current cluster definition by accessing the 
definition at the shared location on the shared repository. These specific points are not provided 
within the claim limitations. It is requested that the Applicant fiirther provide the details within 
the claim language regarding the above argument as well as the details regarding "reading of the 
incomplete log file when a failure occurs and the continuing of the update of the cluster 
definition" [see Applicant's specification, pages 15, lines 10-19]. As it is extremely well known 
in the networking art as already shown by the numerous cited prior arts of records disclosed, 
accessing, by each member node in the network cluster, the current cluster definition at the 
single location in the shared repository as well as other claimed features of Applicant's 
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invention. Thus, it is clear that Applicant must submit amendments to the claims in order to 
distinguish over the prior art use in the rejection that discloses different features of Applicant's 
claim invention. Also, as Applicant states within their specification that a single node may form 
a cluster. If so, does the single node forming the cluster send the current cluster definition to 
those nodes that are not currently a part of the current cluster? 

73. Applicant has had numerous opportunities to amend the claimed subject matter, and has 
failed to modify the claim language to distinguish over the prior art of record by clarifying or 
substantially narrowing the claim language. Thus, Applicant apparently intends that a broad 
interpretation be given to the claims and the Examiner has adopted such in the present and 
previous Office action rejections. See In re Prater and Wei, 162 USPQ 541 (CCPA 1969), and 
MPEP2111. 

74. Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and supply 
arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends broad 
interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims with scope 
parallel to the Applicant in the response, and reiterates the need for the Applicant to more clearly 
and distinctly, define the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

75. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William C. Vaughn, Jr. whose telephone number is (703) 306- 
9129. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-6:00, 1st and 2nd Friday Off. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (703) 308-5221 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). ; 




William C, VaughiK Jr. 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 
29 January 2004 



